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This paper will attempt to go beyond the purely historical studies of the figure of the Beloved Disciple in the Fourth Gospel. Such efforts have usually attempted to identify him with a historical figure in early Christianity. 1 The thrust of the present study will be to relate the function of the Beloved Disciple motif to the debate on John which has been initiated by Ernst Kasemann. Kasemann sought to 1. The traditional view i, that he was John the son of Zebedee. Irenaeus and Polycrates make this identification ( Moreover. many arguments adduced in favour of the identification centre around a comparison with the Synoptics. which does raise certain difficult hermeneutical questions. That is. it seems incumbent upon any commentator who wishes to adduce parallels to first explain precisely ho ... he sees the relationship betwccn John and the Synoptics-for ifthey both conceive ofhistory in a different way. or have different historical concerns. comparisons can be (at the very least) misleading. and possibly even invalid. For cxample, R. E. BROWN. John, pp. Ixxxvii-cii. accepts that "John's historical tradition is somewhat of a challenge to the general tradition shared by the Synoptics," and wishes to further argue that the authority behind the Gospel (to be identilïed with the Beloved Disciple) is thus more likely to be a real authority in the Church-"a man of status not unlike Peter's"-i.e .. John the son of Zebedee. However. he also relies heavily on arguments which can only be substantiatcd by a comparison with the Synoptics. He thinks that the Beloved Disciple must be identified with one of the Twelve (because of his presence at the Last Supper): that he is probably one of contribute to the larger question of orthodoxy and heresy in earliest Christianity2 by focusing particularly on the Fourth Gospel. 3 The present study attempts to contribute to this debate by focusing on the significance of the Beloved Disciple in the Johannine redaction as an authenticator and guarantor of tradition.
Through our study of the Beloved Disciple we hope to determine the kinds of responses the Fourth Evangelist wished to inculcate in and elicit from his readership, and relate these aims to contemporary concems. Although this aspect of our critical task must be distinguished from examining the relationships within the story-line, we should be aware that the two sets of relations are themselves related, for there is the question of how the author wishes the readers to identify with the groups and characters within the story-line. That is, the redactional story-line is functional to religious purposes. 4
The attempt, then, is to determine from the Johannine redaction the responses the author wishes to inculcate in and elicit from his readership, and relate these aims to contemporary concems 5 in an effort to see whether these concems
the "inner three" who in the Synoptics are closest to Jesus: moreover, in the Synoptics John onen appear'i with Peter and in Acts Peter and John are companions in Jerusalem (Acts 3-4) and on the mission to Samaria (8: 14). a faet ofsignifi<:ance when one notes a Samaritan mission in the Fourth Gospel. But in the Fourth Gospel itse!(there is no mention ofan "inncr three", and it is not ,tatcd that only the Twclve wcre at the Last Suppcr. Indeed, the evidence of the Gospel itself militates against the identification of John the son of Zebedee with the Beloved Disciple-see P. P\RKER, "John the Son ofZebedee and the Fourth Gospel", JBL 81 (1962 
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shed any light on the orthodoxy/heresy debate. Our strategy of inquiry will take account of the hermeneutical circle. according to which to whole is intelligible in terms of the parts and the parts in terms of the whole. Although logically a circular method. the circle is broken open by acts of insight.
What can be observed about the structure of the Fourth Gospel-that is. what observations can be made about the I1'ho/e?6
Among scholars who have not concerned themselves with displacement theories commentators have tended to agree that the structure of John is "simple in outline. complicated in detail. ", One of the more notable attempts at a really detailed analysis of the Johannine redaction is that of Deeks. x However. most scholars do not attempt to press the structure into such rigorous moulds.
It is generally agreed that the Gospel divides into two parts, the division coming after 12:50. 9 It is often further argued that the author of the Gospel himself indicates (cf. 2: Il and 12:37) that the main body of the text up to the end of Chapter 12 falls under the general heading of Jesus' "signs" and what follows falls under the heading of Jesus' "hour" (cf. 13: 1).10 Dodd. for instance. divides the Gospel into two (as above) and further divides the book of signs into seven episodes. 11
The structure of John is further defined by liturgical chronology: man y events gravitate around the various feasts mentioned in the tex!. This gives the text a theological density through the meaning the feasts carried in Judaism and the new meanings which the person and work of Jesus give the Johannine tex!. It has been suggested that the liturgical chronology of the Gospel is the key to its structure. 1 2 However, for our particular purposes it seems unnecessary to haggle over the details of the Johannine structure. for-as we have noted-there is general agreement that the Gospel is divided into two parts (1:1-12:50 and 13:1-20:31).1' Moreover, it is seldom contested that the second half of the Gospel is divided into four parts:
1. Jesus' discourse to "His own" 2. The Passion 13: 1-17:26 18: 1-19:42 6. Throughout this study we have made no attempt to rearrange the text of John in an attempt to find a "better" order. We have followed the lead of such as Dodd and Barrett in treating the Gospel as it stands. Let us build on these established insights. Our particular concern is the orthodoxy/heresy question within the early Church. That is, we must seek to discover within the total redaction where the author might focus attention on our particular question. Il follows that Jesus' address to "His own" -that is, those with whom the Johannine community would identify l4-is more likely to shed light on an inner Church conflict such as the orthodoxy/heresy issue. 15 And what emerges from chapters 13-17 is that they are explanatory to the Passion narrative which follows them. lé Moreover, in these chapters, there is no particular focusing on "the Twelve"; c1early the disciples present at the Last Supper represent the idioi generally. "It is the community in which Jesus stands at the moment, which he addresses, and for which he prays ... "17
The Passion of Jesus (18: 1-19:42) divides into the following sections: The "Prologue" (the capture of Jesus) and the "Epilogue" (the burial) are linked in as much as they are garden scenes. Act one is the interrogation of Jesus by Annas with ail the historical problems that raises. 18 This anecdotal narrative is framed by the denials of Peter. Why do the scenes alternate between outside and inside the praetorium') The answer is presented in an ironie way in scene 1: 20 Jewish officialdom' s fear of defilement. Act two is, in fact, charged throughout with dramatic irony gravitating around the kingship of Jesus theme and his rejection by the Jews, as evidenced by the central scene 19: 1-3. Act three similarly continues this theme.
In Act three we are presented with five tableaux: The first scene has the ironie witness of the pagan to the kingship of Jesus. Jesus is "guilty" ofbeing the messiah, King oflsrael. Scene two demonstrates the fulfilment of the book of psalms. But further to this, the reference to the seamless robe (exclusively Johannine) is probably intended to present Jesus as both King and Priest. 2 1 Scene three-the central one-features the Beloved Disciple and we shaH examine this in more detail a little later. In scene four the work of Jesus is depicted as now finished. He dies having fulfilled another scripture. Moreover, the mention-of the hyssop branch recalls a detail of the Passover liturgy. The intention of scene five is quite clearly conveyed in the comment of the redactor in v. 34. 22 John' s presentation of the Passion of Jesus gives us valu able insight into the intention of the Evangelist. In terms of our particular inquiry, especially noteworthy is the fact that just as scene four is the centrepiece of Act two, so also is scene three-featuring the appearance of the Beloved Disciple-is the centrepiece of Act three. 
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The Resurrection appearances in John divide clearly into two scenes, each comprising two episodes. 2:1 In each of the scenes the first episode is concerned with appearances to disciples and the second to individu ais (Mary and Thomas respectively). In the latter case, however, the faith of the individu al is related to a wider audience.
Even though our comments on the structures of the latter half of the Fourth Gospel have been brief, one fact does emerge very clearly: The Evangelist has constructed his work carefully. Our task now is to discover the author's purposes in so constructing his work. In accord with the strategy of inquiry specified at the beginning of our study, we will now focus our attention on those parts of the redaction which feature the Beloved Disciple. Our examination so far indicates that although he only appears three times (excluding the postscript) the placement of the incidents which feature him give him central significance. That is, he appears at the beginning of the dis course of Jesus to "His own" (13:23), in the Passion narrative (19:26-on the placement of this see above) and in the Resurrection narrative (20:2). He thus appears at crucial points in ail three major sections.
We have noted earlier that attempts to ide nt if y the Beloved Disciple with a particular historical figure must be regarded as having been unsuccessful. 24 But this does not imply that we regard him as a symbolic figure. 25 On the contrary, we 23. BROWN where each in his own way, hy using the terrn in two senses, can daim to be "in front of' the other" (}o/lIl, p. 484). Bultmann leaves out of account in such an interpretation 19:35 and chapter 21, because he regards the former as a redactional gloss and the latter as a redactional appendix. (He freely concedes the point that in chapter 21 .. the term heloved disciple stands for a particular historieal figure, ciearly an authoritative one for the circle which edits the Gospel and one whose authority is placed side by side with that of Peter"--ihid., p. 483.)
THE FUNCTION OF THE BELOYED DISCIPLE MOTIF IN THE lOHANNINE REDACTION
regard such interpretations as wrong. 26 We take the view that he is an historical figure with paradigmatic significanceY But in any case, our avowed task is 10 focus specifically on the function of the Beloved Disciple in the redaction. Ac;cordingly, we must now delimit and examine the texts which refer to him.
If, for the moment, we exclude the postscript. the Beloved Disciple is explicitly named in three places: 13:23. 19:26 and 20:2. It seems no accident that he appears for the first time in 13:23-26. In our examination of the outline of the whole Gospel we noted that chapters 13-17 are discourses of Jesus to .. His own".
Kasemann proffers the following opinion in .. Ketzcr und Zcugc". p. 180: ··If. together with the whole of critical research Isic'], onc rejccts the historicity of this figurc. seeing in him rather the embodiment of the ideal witness. one may even more prccisely designate him as a projectiun of the author and his community into the Gospel history".
However. the most thorough-going and detailed argument for the interpretation of the Beloved Disciple as symbolie figure is otTered by A. KRAGFRl'D, De,. Lich/ingsilÏngcr im )ohllnnesl'I'angi'lium (Oslo: Osloer Universitats Yerlag: Hamburg: Gmssohaus Wegner. 19:;9). In his work. Kragerud considers that besides the three places in the Fourth Gospel where the Beloved Disciple is explicitly mentioned (13:23. 19:26 and 20:2). two other passages refer to him: 18: 18 f. and 1:35-40: (he also of course appears in 21: 1-14. 15-23), Kragerud considers the material in these passages as freely invented and cannot be understood unless the Beloved Disciple is il symbolic figure, He considers it self-evident that the Beloved Disciple is of great significance in the Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, and finds the key to such Interpretation in this disciple' s relationship to Peter. Accordingly. he devotes mueh of his work to examining the meaning of the Beloved Disciple and Peter Gestaltcn, The Beloved Disciple represents a Christian "pneumatic" circle: "50 ist L ais der Representant einess kirchlichen Dienstes. und zwar eines 'pneumatischen' aufzufassen" (p. 82), Peter represents the ecclesiastical office, but the rivalry representcd by Peter and the Beloved Disciple is not a matter of teaching but of practice. That is. the apostolic Itinerant prophets representend by the Beloved Disciple considered themselves 10 he the "intellectual" leaders of the communities and conceded their authority to ccclesiasticai office holders in .. external matters".
Thios monograph does have the merit of seeking to locate the historieal horizon of the Johannine community, (ln particular. it is worth noting that he seeks to relate the lohannine community to the lohannine letters. and often eoneurs with Kasemann, e.g .. "Dass Diotrephes kein anderer ais eine Amtsperson in der Gemeinde sein kann, sollte eigentlich selbstversüindlich sein". p, 107), However, the monograph is open to rather serious difticulties, In partieular. not only dnes he have difficulty with his exegesis of 1 :35-42 (see A. DAllER. "Das Wort des Gekreuzigten an seine Mutter und 'der Jünger. den er liebte' ". BZ 12 (1968). p. 89). but his collective Interpretation of 21:24 is untenable (see R, SCHNACKENBLRG'S review of the book in EL 4 (1960), 302-307, esp, 304 L). 26, One difticulty with purely symbolic Interpretations is that they fail to come to terms with the faet that the figures with whom the Beloved Disciple is associated -Peter. Mary and Jesus himself-are historieal (even if a symbolie dimension be attributed to them), lt scems to be somewhat Incoherent to propose an interpretation in which a purel\' symohlic figure is juxtaposed with historical ones, 27. This is also the position of the following scholars: T, LORENZEN, Der Liehlinli,jùnger illl ),,!i,,1/ nesl'vangclium (StuUgarter Bibel Studien 55: Stuttgart: KBW Verlag, 1971). who says: "For it ought not to be maintained that the Beloved Disciple is no more than an historical figure (Ges-(ait), Certainly he also has ideal and symbolic traits. but just these traits ref1ect his important position in the history of the Johannine community, his significant mIe for the typically Johannine theology, and also the theological situation of the community itself' (pp. 80 f.-translation my own). R, SCHNACKENBllRG. "On the Origin of the Fourth Gospel", p. 234: "1 would say, therefore, that we must settle the controversy in favour of a historical person. but without depriving him ofparadigmatic significance". BROWN, John, p, xcv: "That the BD has a figurative dimension is patent. In many ways he is the exemplary Christian, for in the NT 'beloved' is a form of address for fellow Christians. Yet this symbolic dimension does not mean that the BD is nothing but a symbol". W, GRUNDMANN. Zeugnis und Gesralt des )ohannesC\'(Jngt'iiums. t.ine
Plainly, the readers of the Gospel are meant to identify with the group at the Last Supper, for they are the representatives of the Church. 2N The scene itself can hardly be maintained to be historical-rather it is an "ideal scene 29 freely created by the Evangelist..1O
The text of 13:23 reads:
Now it is certainly no accident that the first reference to the Beloved Disciple refers to him as "Iying close to the breast of Jesus". Many commentators have gone to great pains to discover who was sitting where and how it was possible for the Beloved Disciple to be "Iying close to the breast of Jesus. ".11 But the primary purpose of the phrase is surely to evoke a comparison with 1: 18: fLOVOYEIJ1)'> eEO,> 6 WV EL'> TOV KOEÀ1TOV TO'i! 1TaTp0'>, ÈKELVO,> Èg7Jy-r](raTo. That is, just as Jesus has a special relationship with the Father, so the Beloved Discipline has a special relationship with Jesus. 12 This special relationship is illustrated by means of the story of the betrayer. After Jesus says that one of his disciples will betray him, Simon Peter "beckons" 33 to the Beloved Disciple to ask Jesus who the betrayer is. The identity of the traitor is then revealed to the Beloved Disciple by Jesus. 28. The Christian readers would obviously readily identify with a group labelled "his own". 29. So also SCHNACKUiBURG. "Herkunft," art. cil.: "Thcre is no possibility that this is an historic,ù scene in the strict sense". ~o. There is a growing trend to regard the refercnccs to the Belovcd Disciple as an insertion of the This incident has several strange features. Besides the difficulty of why Peter did not ask Jesus directly who the betrayer was, there is the problem that once the identity of the traitor is revealed to the Beloved Disciple it is not relayed to Peter. Indeed. v. 28 says that "no one" at the table knew why Jesus told Judas to do what he had to do immediately. when in v. 26 Jesus does reveal to the Beloved Disciple that Judas is the betrayer. 14 It can hardly be cogently maintained that the purpose of the pericope is to represent the Beloved Disciple as the "mediator" between Peter and the disciples Y This is simply not true to the text. Nothing is mediated to Peter! Peter is mentioned only once in the pericope in v. 24. Certainly in this pericope nothing of significance is said about the relation of Peter to the Beloved Disciple.
What then is the point of the pericope? ln Matthew Jesus tells Judas himself that he is the betrayer; in the Fourth Gospel the secret is imparted to the Beloved Disciple. It is here that the point of the pericope is located. The whole scene specially introduces the "disciple whom Jesus loved". by which designation we are to understand him as having a special knowledge of. and relationship to, Jesus. Two preliminary points are worth making. First, Peter does not figure in this incident but rather Mary the mother of Jesus. Secondly, the passage hardly squares with the Synoptic tradition that Jesus' disciples deserted him alfter his arrest, a tradition which the Fourth Gospel does preserve: "The hour is coming, indeed it has come. when you will be scattered, every man to his home, and will leave me alone ... " (16:32). The Evangelist records the Beloved Disciple as being present at the Last Supper. and so this should apply to him as weIl. However, one has to be wary of concluding that this, too, is an "ideal" scene, especially in view of 19:35 which can hardly refer to anyone but the Beloved Disciple un der the cross, and the wording of which strongly suggests that he was there as an eyewitness. 36 The questions to be considered are: (1) How are we to understand the figures of Mary and the Beloved Disciple here? (2) What is the essential thrust of the whole pericope? 34 . lt is tme that Jesus does not specilically lU/me Judas to the Beloved Disciple, but to assume that the Beloved Disciple did no! understand the reply of Jesus (Y. 26) is to assume that he was rather dim-witted. which hardly squares with the general picture wc are given of him. 35. As docs Kragerud. op. cit., p. 22. 36. SCHNACKE1'BURG. "Der Jünger." art, cit.. p. 109.
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Bultmann 37 interprets Mary as symbolic of Jewish Christianity and the Beloved Disciple as representative of Gentile Christianity. E. Meyer 38 sees the Beloved Disciple as replacing the unbelieving brothers of Jesus (7:3) and Jewish Christianity as being replaced by Gentile Christianity. But the se suggestions are hardly true to the text. Dauer 39 does not think that the emphasis in this pericope falls on Mary but on the Beloved Disciple. However, he does see the presence of the women as evoking one of the Evangelist's main themes-the revealer is presented as the crisis of the world, calling forth unbelief and belief (represented by the soldiers-vss. 23-24-and the women-v.25-respectively). This suggestion has been criticised by Brown. 40 We must look elsewhere for a plausible explanation of Mary's presence in the pericope. We begin with the text itself. In our examination of' 'the whole" we saw how scene four (19:1-3) was the centrepiece of Act two (18:28-19:16). Similarly here, this scene is the centrepiece of Act three (19: 17-37). Its theological significance lies in its thematic conjunction with the Cana scene (2: 1-11) through the term gyne derived from Genesis 3: 15,41 where Satan is crushed by the seed of the woman. Mary is representative of the woman, the woman who is mother of the faithful, for it is of the faithful that the Beloved Disciple is representative. (see above) with Mary standing at the tomb. It seems at first glance as though the whole story of the two disciples is an interpolation. 44 However, the studies of Hartmann 45 and Benoit 46 suggest that this conclusion is too hast y, and that here we are not dealing with a story freely composed and inserted by the Evangelist. It seems as though Luke knew of a tradition of Peter visiting the grave, and that this tradition is linked with the tradition of the Fourth Gospel. What does seem probable is the Evangelist inserted the Beloved Disciple into the story Y For the purposes of our inquiry we must pose two questions: (1) In what sense did the Evangelist wish us to see the juxtaposition of Peter and the Beloved Disciple? (2) What is the significance of the whole pericope?
Here, as in 13:21-30, it must be noted that Peter and the Beloved Disciple are not placed in opposition. It is stated that the Beloved Disciple "saw and believed"; this is not explicitly stated of Peter. But:
Clearly, it is presupposed that Peter before him was Iikewise brought to ülith through the sight of the empty grave; for if the writer had meant otherwise. and if the two disciples were set over against each other with respect to their 'TrLUTE1IITaL, it would have had to be expressly stated that Peter did not believe. 48
Bultmann sees the relation of the two disciples as the key to the interpretation of the scene. The race to the grave illustrates how each achieves precedence over the other. Thus:
... the meaning manifestly then is this: the first community of believers arises out of Jewish Christianity, and the Gentile Christians attain to faith only after them. But this does not signify any precedence of the former over the latter . . .49 We agree that the relation of the Beloved Disciple to Peter is the key ID interpretation here. Plainly, it is not one of rivalry; in this Bultmann is also correct. The narrative is constructed in such a way that each can claim precedence over the other. But we cannot go as far as Bultmann and identify the Beloved Disciple with Gentile Christianity and Peter with Jewish Christianity. It is evident that the Johannine Church is meant to identify with the Beloved Disciple.
The key to the problem of interpretation is to determine in what sense the Johannine readership would understand the representation of Peter.
There can be Iittle doubt that Peter was a figure of great importance in early Christianity. There is a very strong tradition that he is a witness to the Resurrec- . He is known as an apostle (Mt. 10:12: Acts 1: 13) and is recognized as the leader and spokesman of the disciples (Mt. 16:16-19; Mk. 8:27-29; cf.: Mk. 3:16,9:2; Lk. 5:3-11,22:31). The first chapters of Acts record him as being leader of the Jerusalem church in the early days,50 and he is an authority in Corinth (1 Cor. 1:12,22) and Galatia (where his apostleship seems to have been contrasted favourably with Paul's). Moreover, there is the strongest evidence that he was an important authority in Syria, Antioch and Rome. (The Apocryphal Gospel (~f Peter, the KerYf~mata Perrou and the Gospel of Matthew probably originated in Syria 51 and there is a tradition that he was bishop of Antioch 52 and Rome. 53 )
The Fourth Gospel itself retains the tradition of the prominence of Peter in early Christianity (cf. 1 :42; 6:68, and, of course, he is the first witness to the Resurrection-20:6-7). In the light ofthese observations, how is the figure of Peter to be understood in the Fourth Gospel? It seems justified to see him not as a representative of Jewish Christianity, but in a wider context: he is representative of the Gesamtkirche. 54 That is, Peter represents the whole Church, while the Beloved Disciple is representative of the local Johannine Einzelkirche. 55 What, then, of significance is being said in this pericope? Simply this: The Johannine Einzelkirche (the Beloved Disciple) has an equal daim to that of the Gesamtkirche (Peter). Its faith and belief are just as authentic, indeed go hand in hand with that of the Gesamtkirche. The two disciples run to the grave together; one reaches the tomb first, but the other enters first. There is no attempt to denigrate Peter; rather the emphasis falls on the fa ct that the Beloved Disciple believed. lt is not so much that the importance of Peter is played down;56 rather the attempt is to elevate the importance ofthe Beloved Disciple. The whole thrust of the pericope seems to be to show that just as Peter and the Beloved Disciple share the same faith experience, so the faith of the 10hannine Einzelkirche can be correlated with that of the Ge samtkirche.
The Beloved Disciple is also explicitly mentioned in the postscript (21;7 and 21 :20). Although added by an editor, the references are instructive in contirming our conclusions. It seems unlikely that this editor misunderstood or intentionally falsified the Evangelisf s picture of the Beloved Disciple. 57 This observation is borne out by the text. 21:7 f. shows the same bias as 20:2-10. The Beloved Disciple recognizes Jesus first, but Peter reacts quickly and jumps into the sea in his desire ta reach Jesus. Moreover, and this is of vital significance, 21: 15-17 confers upon Peter a great honour. In response to Jc:-\us' question "'Do you love more than these'?"58 (i.e., the disciples. including the Beloved Disciple, who are present), Peter does not reply specifically ta the question. He only asserts that he loves Jesus. This is important. The Johannine church, identifying with the Beloved Disciple, would probably see this in a positive manner. The sense is this: the authenticity of the faith of the Johannine community is acknowledged, in as mu ch as Peter does not claim to love Jesus more; moreover, in the Fourth Gospel the theme of love is closely bound up with the concept of unity. Christians are one in love. There then follows the commission by Jesus to Peter as leader of the community.59 1 n v. 20 the Beloved Disciple is represented as doing what Peter has already been bidden to do: to follow Jesus. Again, it is difficult to see how this verse implies the Beloved Disciple's superiority to Peter; rather he is pictured as following Jesus as Peter is already doing. That is, he shares the same faith.
V. 21 contains a question about the Beloved Disciple by Peter: "'Lord, what about this man?" To which Jesus replies, "If it is my will that he remains until ] come, what is that to you? Follow me!" "What is that to you'?' can hardI y be construed as a denigration of Peter, who after ail had died a martyr' s death (vss. 18-19). V. 23 then corrects an apparent misunderstanding: Jesus did not predict that the Beloved Disciple would live until the Parousi:1. 60 Presumably this was now a problem because he had died. One cannot use this verse as evidence that he is thus John the son of Zebedee, around whom legends had grown to this effect because of his immense age, for the earliest Christian belief was that the Parousia wou Id take place before the first generatÎon of Christians disappeared (1 V. 24 then appears specifically to identify the Beloved Disciple with the author of the Gospel. If we accept the general verdict of scholarship that this is not the case, we are left: with three alternatives:
(1) The identification was a "tactical ploy" by the author to bolster the importance of the work. The work would thus be pseudepigraphical.
(2) The identification was a misunderstanding of the editor. This seems unlikely.61
(3) There is a third more plausible possibility-ypat/JOEç is to be taken in its causative sense. 6 : That is, "This is the disciple who caused these things to be written" .lil In favour ofthis latter view is the fact that the causative is used elsewhere, for example 19: 1. 64 Moreover, in 20:24b the emphasis l'ails on the witness of the disciple. We cannot agree with Bultmann that a definite circle is not meant by ol'oOE/-LEv. He says, "For cither the readers know the circ le which is editing the Gospel, and then the appeal is supcrfluous; or they do not know it, and then it is meaningless". 65 The appeal is not superfluous if the attempt is to authenticate this community's standing in the Gesamtkirche.
This verse is important. for it shows the singular significance of the Beloved Disciple in the Johannine community as a witness of tradition. The truth of the Johannine Gospel depended on il. 66 Su ch an affirmation is also found in the Gospel proper in 19:35. The person who saw the blood and water gushing l'rom Jesus' side is quite evidently the disciple who stood under the cross, i.e., the 8eloved Disciple. Even l'rom his different standpoint, Kragerud observes that this is the most explicit reference within the Gospel to the Beloved Disciple as Christ-witness. 67 We are leaving out of our discussion the possibility that the Beloved Disciple is referred to in either 1 :35 or 18: 15ff. 68 There is thus one other question left: to consider before we proceed to a conclusion about the significance of the Beloved Disciple in the Fourth Gospel. That is the question of the anonymity of the figure. We have maintained that he is an historical figure with paradigmatic significance. But if he is historical. why is he not named7 There have been various proposed resolutions to this problem. 69 Of these, Roloffs solution seems the most plausible. 70 He compares the Beloved Disciple to the Teacher of Righteousness who also is not named, yet who was of great significance in the community. Lorenzen has appropriated this insight:
The parallels (of the Teacher of Righteousness) to the Beloved Disciple are obvious. Whereas the Teacher understands himself to have an intimate relationship to God, the Beloved Disciple stands in an intimate relationship to the revealer of God. As a result of this intimate relationship both are exegetes and interpreters of God and Jesus respectively. Where the Teacher grounds his authority in the words of the prophets, the Beloved Disciple depends on the way of Jesus; both distinguish themselves in that they are both initiated into the divine secret which they then communicate to the community. Both are crucial personalities in their communities and thus so weil known that they need not even be mentioned by name. 71 Our conclusion is that we do not know who the disciple is. and that the Evangelist makes no attempt to tell us. What we can say is that the Evangelist regarded him as an eyewitness to Jesus' earthly existence and that he was one of the disciples, though not necessarily one of the Twelve. It is quite possible that he was a Jerusalem disciple,72 but beyond that we cannot go.
In conclusion, what can we say about the figure of the Beloved Disciple for our question? How does this figure function in the redaction'J There is no doubt that he is an important authenticator and witness of tradition-Roloff,73 Dauer. 74 and Lorenzen 75 ail draw this conclusion in their studies. He witnesses to those High Priest's court yard. The [act that this disciple is not named and is associated with Peter has led many to speculate that he is the Bcloved Disciple. But again. this is unwarranted by the text, which simply does not support the identification. 69. For example, W. SM'IDA y, op. cil., pp. 75 f., "The Beloved Disciple had a special reason for not wishing to protrude his persona lit y . He was conscious of a great privilege. ofa privilege that would single him out for aIl time among the children ofmen. He could not resist the temptation to speak of this privilege. The impulse of afTection responding to affection prompted him to daim it. But the consciousness that he was doing so, and the reaction ofmodesty led him at the same lime to suppress. what a vulgar egotism might have accentuated, the lower plane of his own individuality. The son of Zebedee (ifit was he) desired to be merged and lost in the 'disciple whom Jesus loved' ". Such tortuous psychologizing explanations are neither convincing nur appealing.
things most important in the Christian faith-the death and resurrection of Jesus (this is evidenced by his strategie placement in the redaction). His association with Peter is not to be seen as rivalry. The readership identifies with the Beloved Disciple but not agaÎnst Peter. Rather the association is a further effort on the part of the Evangelist to legitimate the theology of the Johannine community.
Such a conclusion-if generally correct-has far-reaching implications for any discussion of "orthodoxy" and "heresy" in John. The author of the Gospel is claiming through the figure of the Beloved Disciple to stand both theologically and historically within the Christian fellowship. The Beloved Disciple was the confidant of Jesus, whom the Lord recognized as understanding him weIl. The theology of the Johannine community is dependent upon this same person; it is only through him that the Evangelist can daim that his work coheres with the truth of Divine Revelation. The author of the Fourth Gospel is. in short, daiming to be orthodox. Such an explicit claim must be carefully considered in any subsequent debate not only on John in particular, but also on the wider question of orthodoxy and heresy in early Christianity.
